Concordia University 
Faculty of Fine Arts Council 
Minutes of the Meeting of October 24, 2003 


Present: L. Adams (Chair); E. Bernatchez, S. Bolton, A. Cappelluto, M. Corwin, 
D. Elliott, A. Fargnoli, B. Foss, N. Gaudreau, N. Jirku, W. Krol, P.K. 
Langshaw, J. Lehrman, L. Lerner, Z. Levinson, C. MacKenzie, R. Maulé, 
M. Montanaro, K. O’Brien, D. Pariser, E. Pearlman, K. Perry, K. Peters, 
K. Raudsepp, A. Reaume, M. Reinhart, H. Richards, A. Taggart, S. Teoli 


Absent with apologies: 
C. Jackson, A. Dutkewych, T. Stathopoulos 


Guests: J. De Bellefeuille 


1. Appointments to Fine Arts Faculty Council (FFAC-03-10-24-D4) 


MOTION: (Corwin, MacKenzie) 


“that the following appointments to Fine Arts Faculty Council be 
approved: 


Staff Representatives (2 years) 


Z. Levinson,Studio Workshop 
N. Jirku, Office of Student Affairs.” 


CARRIED 
2 Approval of the Agenda 
The agenda was approved. 
3. Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting of September 26, 2003 
MOTION: (Maule, Peters) 


“that the minutes of the meeting of September 26, 2003 be approved.” 


CARRIED 


4. Business Arising from the Minutes 
M. Corwin asked if the staff representatives were appointed or elected, and the same type 
of clarification concerning the student and part time faculty representatives. The Chair 


confirmed that they had been all been elected (sometimes acclaimed) by their respective 
constituencies, and were being ratified by Council. 


Se Chair’s Remarks 

In the absence of the Dean, Associate Dean Liselyn Adams chaired the meeting and made 
one remark. In February 2004, a faculty member will be visiting Concordia as part of 
the exchange with China. If anyone is interested in providing accommodation for our 
guest, or hosting in any other way, please let her know. 

Associate Dean Kathleen Perry reminded Council that the Centraide campaign was in 
progress. This year, Centraide hopes to raise $42.5 million; Concordia’s goal is 


$140,000. A number of fundraising events are planned this month, and payroll 
deduction cards will also be distributed. 


6. Question Period 
There were no questions from the floor. 
7. Graduate Curriculum Report #84 (FFAC-03-10-24-D1) 
MOTION: (Foss, Pariser) 
“that Graduate Curriculum Report #84 (FFAC-03-10-24-D1) be approved.” 


CARRIED 


8. Undergraduate Curriculum Report #85 (FFAC-03-10-24-D2) 
MOTION: (Foss, Bernatchez) 
“that Undergraduate Curriculum Report #85 (FFAC-03-10-24-D2) be approved.” 


Associate Dean Brian Foss gave a resumé of the report. To begin, he asked that the first 
editorial change (pgs. 1 and 2) be deleted, as it had already been approved by Council at 
its September 26, 2003 meeting. 


On pages 3 and 4, an editorial change to the degree requirements listed in the 2004-2005 
Undergraduate Calendar is proposed, which would establish a procedure for dealing with 
students who have not registered for nine or more consecutive semesters (i.e. lapsed 
students). 


Regarding the proposed procedure on lapsed students, C. MacKenzie asked its genesis. 
In response, Associate Dean Foss indicated that it had been proposed by the Office of 
Student Affairs, to harmonize Fine Arts procedures with the rest of the university. C. 
MacKenzie then spoke against the proposal, for several reasons. She found the length of 
time (i.e. three years) to be too short, particularly when considering the reasons for such 
absences, such as parenting responsibilities. In addition, she was disturbed by the 
suggestion that students who had already been accepted to the university, might have to 
re-apply for admission. In competitive programmes, this could be particularly difficult. 
In response, Associate Dean Foss noted that this was a possibility, not a given. 


P.K. Langshaw agreed that the time frame used to define a lapsed student was too short. 
She suggested changing it to four or five years. 


It was also noted that, as it now stands, a student may take a hiatus for an indefinite 
period, in some cases ten to twelve years. It would be very difficult for a student who 
had been absent for a prolonged period to re-enter current programmes, particularly those 
that have introduced digital technologies. Some form of procedure is needed to address 
this. 


K. O’Brien noted that Design Art had undergone significant curriculum changes, but 
remembered that, through careful advising, lapsed students were able to re-enter the 
programme quite successfully. 


L. Lerner suggested deleting the last sentence of the text which says: “In some cases, 
students might be required to submit a new application.” 


D. Pariser wanted to discuss this more thoroughly in the department, as he wondered 
what the impact would be upon a programme such as the Specialization in Art Education, 
which has external requirements imposed by the MEQ. 


It was agreed that the lapsed student procedure found on pages 3 and 4 of the Report 
would be tabled. In the meantime, it will be sent to all departments for further comment 
and discussion, before it is returned to Council for approval. 


Associate Dean Foss continued discussion of the Curriculum Report by describing 
changes proposed by the Department of Design Art, the programme in DFAR, and the 
Department of Theatre. 


The changes in Design Art include the elimination of three six credit courses, and their 
replacement by a series of three credit courses. This will facilitate the co-op programme 
which is being offered by the department. Other housekeeping items include revisions 
to guidelines for portfolio submission and corrections to notes in the Calendar. 


In DFAR, two new courses, DFAR 360 and 460, were added to the curriculum. 
Provision for this had been made at the time the programme was created, and these 


courses are now needed due to the development of the programme. In addition, some 
numbering and pre-requisite changes have been made to ensure that student progress 
smoothly and logically through the courses. 


Regarding portfolio requirements in Design Art, E. Bernatchez questioned the usage of 
the word “renderings” as part of the list of image-based media that students may submit 
in their portfolios. For students in Studio Arts, she believed that this expression would 
cause confusion, and suggested that “technical drawing” might be clearer. P.K. 
Langshaw indicated that in design art, renderings include more than technical drawings, 
and may involve other forms of media. 


The Department of Theatre is proposing the conversion of a Special Topics course, 
“Behind the Scenes”, to a permanent course offering (PROD 202), and the addition of 
several new Special Topics course at each of the 200, 300 and 400 levels. In addition, 
programme requirements for the Specialization in Design for the Theatre and the 
Specialization in Theatre and Development have been revised. 


A friendly amendment to the motion was then made and the question called: 
AMENDED MOTION: (Foss, Bernatchez) 
“that Undergraduate Curriculum Report #85 (excluding pgs. 1 — 4) be approved.” 


CARRIED 
9. Guidelines for Displays/Exhibits (FF AC-03-10-24-D3) 


MOTION: (Pariser, MacKenzie) 


“that Fine Arts Faculty Council endorse the Guidelines for Displays/Exhibits, as 
outlined in FFAC-03-10-24-D3.” 


Before opening the floor to discussion, Associate Dean Liselyn Adams noted that the 
proposed guidelines are intended to apply to issues of health and safety only, and not 
content. 


Regarding the question: “Does the display/exhibit produce excessive noise?”, as this is a 
given, D. Pariser questioned how and by whom perceived violations would be enforced. 
Several other members voiced concerns about existing noise levels (near teaching 
auditoria such as VA-210 and the De Séve Cinema) that often disrupt classes, about 
which little is being done. M. Corwin described how the construction of the Science 
Building at Loyola had caused much disruption in the surrounding environment and 
suggested that noise guidelines, outside of those involving displays and exhibits, are 
needed. While the University seems concerned enough to issue guidelines for displays 
and exhibits, there appears to be no mechanism in place for monitoring or dealing with 
ongoing noise levels from other sources. 


E. Bernatchez voiced concern about enforcement issues, fearing the end result could be 
an “antiseptic” environment for the arts. The question of how and by whom violations 
would be enforced was again raised. A. Cappelluto wondered if performances would be 
subject to these guidelines and, if so, the possible consequences. While there has been 
input from Fine Arts representatives on the committee who drafted the guidelines, there 
was general concern that, at the University level, there may be misunderstandings, 
particularly when there is a perceived violation. 


Several members reminded Council that the need for such guidelines became evident 
after exhibitions involving allergens (grass), and products such as raw meat caused 
complaints. This is the primary emphasis of the document. Z. Levinson added that it is 
important to educate artists about safety issues because, at times, their passion for their 
art can overtake safety concerns. 


H. Richards wondered whether enforcement was something that rested solely with Health 
and Safety, or whether programmes also had a responsibility in education and 
enforcement of these guidelines. There are common sense mechanisms to deal with 
“annoyances”, which are usually a question of being in the wrong place, at the wrong 


time. 
As Council required more information on procedures for violations, as well as the 
timeline for such a process, the discussion was tabled. Fine Arts and University Health 


and Safety representatives will be invited to attend the next meeting to provide answers to 
these questions. 


10. Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned. 


Respectfully submitted, 


S. McLeod 
November 13, 2003 


